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Utah'sDraft CAFO Strategy Under Review

By Jack Wilbur
Editor, Utah Watershed Review

Quickly on the hedls of the joint na-
tional draft strategy on concentrated ani-
mal feeding operations(CAFOs), released
late last year by USDA and EPA, the
Utah CAFO committee has released a
draft strategy that is tailored to animal
operationsin our state.

“ A State of Utah strategy isimportant
to determinewhat approach isbest for the
agencies and producersin Utah to take to
deal with this issue,” according to an
introductory statement in the strategy.
The statement goes on to say that a
federal strategy is important and will be
useful in Utah, “but we also realize that
Utah is unique in many respects and that
the stakeholdersin Utah need to deal with
animal wasteproblemsinwaysandwithin
time frames that are most appropriate
here.”

The stated goal of the Utah strategy is
to “restore and protect the quality of our
water for its beneficial uses, maintain a
viable and sustainable agricultura indus-
try and to keep the decision making pro-
cess on these issues at the state and |ocal
level.”

The strategy is divided into seven ar-
€as:

® |nformation, educationandtraining,
and research and demonstrations,

® Prioritization of impaired water-
sheds, impaired by pollutants associated
with animal waste;

® Inventory of AFOs within those
priority aress,

® Assessment of AFO/CAFOs to
determine which may be a source of
pollution and designated and potential
CAFOs under the federal Clean Water
Act;

® Compliance schedules and/or per-
mits for those which are an actua poten-
tial source of pollution to prepare and
implement a Comprehensive Nutrient
Management Plan (CNMP);

® Monitoring;

® Schedules and milestones.

One of the first new educational out-
putsspecifically for animal operationsisa
guide for livestock waste management,
which is being produced by the Utah
Department of Agriculture and Food.
Work on the publication will begin this
spring. The new guide should beavailable

by the end of the year.

The Utah strategy does not mention
any other outreach outputsspecificaly,
but it does discussthat types of infor-
mation that need to get to the agricul-
tural community. These categories of
informationinclude:

® definitions of CAFO/AFO and
CNMP;

® current and proposed regulatory
requirements;

® Inventory of AFOswithin those
priority aress,

® methodsto implement aCNMP
and properly control animal wastes,

® time frames available to solve
problems,

e funding sourcesand availability
of technical assistance;

® highlight good examples;

® overal program/strategy goals
and expectations.

The strategy calls for the informa-
tion and education efforts to be coop-
erative and should include theinvolved
governmental agenciesaswell ascom-
modity groups to facilitate the flow of
information.

The strategy asserts the importance
of prioritizingwatershedsduetolimited
resources. The state’s 303 (d) list and
the Unified Watershed Assessment
should bethebeginning point toidentify
watersheds with significant problems,
as well as data from other agencies
indicating areas that should be high
priority for initial action.

The strategy suggests that inven-
tory of Utah’ sanimal operationsshould
beginwith thelargest operations, those
with 1,000 animal unitsor more. Within
the geographic areasthat areidentified
initially ashighpriority, aninventory of
significant AFOs should be conducted.
After al operations of 1,000 animal
units or more have been inventoried in
apriority area, thefocuswill switch to
those operations with more than 300
animal units and then those that may
otherwise be considered significant
polluters. After the assessments have
been completed in the high priority
areasasidentified inthe 303(d) list, the
inventory will continuein other areasof
the state.

See" CAFQO" on page 2
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L egacy Highway Plans may
not get Federal Okay

EPA and the Army Corps. of Engineers must consider potential impactsto wetlands
when considering the Legacy Highway ocproposal.

The State of Utah and the federa
government seem to be at an impasse
over the proposed Legacy Highway
project in Davis County. At stake are
hundreds of acres of prime wetlands,
increased development and revenue for
several small communitiesin the county,
and the future of transportation in a
narrow corridor of our state.

The problem is that the option pre-
ferred by most of thelocal governmental
bodiesand businessleadersintheareais
more damaging to wetlands than at least
one other aternative. Utah Governor
Michael O. Leavitt and the Utah Depart-
ment of Transportation are backing the
locally preferred alternative. Ontheother
sideof theissueisthe U.S. Environmen-
tal Protection Agency (EPA). In the
middle between the state and EPA sits
the Army Corpsof Engineers, theagency
that must approve any disturbance to
wetlands.

While the Army Corps cannot offi-
cialy comment on the proposal until the
final Environmental Impact Statement is
released later this year, the indication is
that the Army will not be ableto approve
the locally preferred option because it
causesgresater environmental impact than
does at |east one of the other optionsthat
have been proposed.

Compromise might be the best way to
get the highway built, but compromise
will mean that Leavitt will have to ask
Davis County leaders to agree to an
alignment of the highway that cuts into

their space for growth.

“We 4ill believe we have a 50-50
shot of getting it (the locally preferred
alternative) approved,” said Byron
Parker, Utah Department of Transpor-
tation (UDQOT).

At the same time, however, UDOT
has retained Peggy Strand, Washington
environmental attorney, throughtheUtah
Attorney Generd’s Office. The hiring
has some speculating that the state is
preparing to press its case in court if
federal agencies block the highway.
Officially, UDOT saysthat Strandison
board to help the environmental study
address environmental laws.

The highway is the first link in a
projected 120-mile aternative to 1-15
from Brigham City to Nephi. The south-
ern Davis segment would cost $374
million,includinglandacquistionthestate

See " Legacy" on page 2
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Christensen Leaves
Water Quality Div.

James G. Christensen, a longtime
participant in the Utah Nonpoint Source
program at the state level, has left his
positionwith the Utah Division of Water
Quiality to become manager of the Bear
River Water Conservancy District.

Jm worked for the Utah Division of
Water Quality (DWQ) for five and a
half years. During that time he provided
outstanding leadershipindevel oping and
implementingthe’ Watershed Approach’
to water quality management in Utah.
Prior to work with DWQ, Jim served 10
years as the director of the Division of
Conservation and Development for the
Utah Department of Agriculture. Dur-
ing histimewith agriculture, imworked
intensively with soil conservation dis-
tricts across Utah to strengthen their
role in local natural resource planning.
Earlier in his career Jm worked as a
water resources planner for the Utah
Division of Water Resources.

TheUtah Nonpoint Source Task Force
wishes Jim wdll in his new position and
wishesto thank him for several years of
hard work toward controlling nonpoint
source water pollution in Utah.

USEE Earth Day Festivities Set

The Utah Society for Environmental
Education isagain planning to celebrate
Earth Dayat Gardner Village. Onceagain
the day will include exhibits, environ-
mental games, music, drawings, food
and giveaways.

This year's theme is, Celebrate the
Earth: Learn How to Reduce your Per-
sonal Impact. For more information on
the event or to sign up as an exhibitor or
volunteer, contact Jeff Sprague, 801 359-
1549. His e-mail address is

jSprague@sisna.com.

Utah AWRA Conference
Set for April 29in SLC

The American Water Resurces As-
sociation, Utah Section will hold its an-
nual conferenceon April 29, 1999 at the
Cavenaugh Olympia Hotel in Salt Lake
City.

The theme of this year’s conference
is: Water and Quality of Life for Y2K
and Beyond.

Sessions will include water quality,
federal regulations, meeting futureneeds
and open space vs development.

For more information about the con-
ference, please call Craig Miller, Utah
Division of Water Resources, 538-7270

"CAFO"

continued from pagel

If two watersheds a year are inven-
toried, it would take 5 yearsto complete
the work. According to the nationa
strategy the work should be completed
inamuch shorter period of time, perhaps
two years. All of the partnering agencies
will work closdly together and diligently
to complete the inventory as quickly as
possible.

After the inventory is prepared, in-
spectionsof all inventoriedfacilitiesthat
may be significant sources of pollution
should be scheduled and conducted.

All large CAFOs, those with 1,000
anima units or more, will be issued a
general pollution discharge permit.
Smaller operations that are a potential
significant source of pollution may aso
be added to the permit.

Immediate compliance and/or en-
forcement action may benecessary when
severepollution problemsexist anywhere
in the state. Such action would be espe-
cidly warranted where there have been
problems over along period of time or
where there has been afailure to utilize
assistance from available programs.

The monitoring program will consist
of self-monitoring for individual or gen-
era permits, follow-up inspections on
some regular schedule in insure that the
CNMP is being followed, and record
keeping.

The Utah strategy will be phased in
starting with the beginning of outreach
programsinearly 1999. By Juneof 2000,
the state will complete prioritizing wa-
tersheds. Inventory of larger CAFOs is
scheduled to be complete by September
of 2000, just three months after the
completion of the inventory of the high-
est priority watersheds. That ssmemonth
inspection of CAFOs within the highest
priority watersheds should begin. The
first round of inspectionsshould becom-
plete by the end of the year 2000.

Overdll, the Utah strategy coordi-
nates well with the national joint strat-
egy. The few differences in permitting
and compliance schedules are minor.
The biggest difference in the Utah strat-
egy isthe ambitious education program.
Since Utah has relatively few large
CAFOs, education and awareness is
important. Commodity groups, farm
associations and government agencies
will haveconvinceoperatorsthat writing
and implementing a nutrient manage-
ment plan and practices is in their best
interest.

UDOT Looking for Davis Co. Commuting
Answersfor Future Growth

While communters in Salt Lake
County struggle daily with construction
woes while I-15 is widened and rebuilt,
transportation planners are scrambling
to figure out ways to handle increasing
traffic demands through the narrow
north-south corridor through Davis
County.

Despite probabl e rej ection of the pro-
posed Legacy Highway through Davis
County by EPA and the Army Corps. of
Engineers, the Utah Department of
Transportation continuesto use the pro-
posed road as a cornerstoneto its future
traffic management between Salt Lake
City and Ogden. Other possible solu-
tionstotraffic congestionincludewiden-
ing 1-15 and developing better mass
transit.

Onceitiswidened, I-15throughDavis
County would look very much like 1-15
through Salt Lake City will look in the
next couple of years. It will consist of a
10-lane road, including two high occu-
pancy vehicle (HOV) lanes. There will
be an exclusve HOV connection to
downtown Sdlt Lake City. There will
also be two system-to-system inter-
changes, one for 1-215 and one for the
Legacy Highway (if approved).

Impacts to the reconstruction will in-
clude moving 18 homes and seven busi-
nesses. Approximately 24 acres of wet-
landswill bedisturbed. Thetotal cost of
the project will be $914,000,000.

Even with al of the I-15 improve-
ments, UDOT estimates that it won't
come close to handling dl of the esti-
mated 120 percent increase in traffic
through the area between now and the
year 2020.

According to Byron Parker, UDOT

engineer, the Legacy Parkway project
will more than makeup the carrying ca-
pacity need of the area through 2020.
Parker isquick to point out that only 160
acres of wetlands will be disturbed and
that the statewill buy land for aparkway
that will include constructed wetlands.
He aso indicated that the cost, $337
million, islessthan the cost of widening
[-15.

Look for the Legacy Highway to
continue to be an issue throughout this
year.

" L egacy"

Continued from pagel

is offering for a nature preserve.
Davis County cities remain en-
trenchedin their opposition to letting the
highway encroach on their industria
fringes, though the governor apparently
asked local officials if they would be
willing to bend. However, published re-
ports indicate that local |eaders believe
that they have already compromised.
Meanwhile the legidature is moving
$20 million originally budgeted for the
Legacy project and alocating it toward
widening I-15 through Davis County.
House Speaker Marty Stephens said
that the funding transfer does not mean
that the legidlature is giving up on the
Legacy Highway. If Legacy gets ap-
proved, he maintained, then I-15 money
would probably betransferredto L egacy.
If EPA and Army approva are not
given, the state may seek a political
solution or compromise. Until that time,
UDOT plans to continue to push the
locally preferred alternative.
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Envision Utah Wantsto Know How You Want to Grow

Utah continues to grow at avery fast
rate. Its an issue that is on the minds of
many Utahns and aways high on the
agenda at the Governor’s office. Enter
the Envision Utah campaign.

About two years ago, the Governor
organized a Utah Growth Summit that
was televised live from a local high
school. Thisyear a supplement newspa-
per section was produced and distrib-
uted in the state's major newspapers.
the sectionincluded adescription of four
possible growth scenerios and a survey
asking residents to rank their preferred
choices for growth.

Each scenarioisbroken downintothe
same categories:

Transportation choices

Infrastructure cost 1998-2020

Air Quality

Total Water Demand

Walkable Communities

Average size of single family lot
® Percentageof singlefamily homes

vs. condos, townhomes, apts, etc.

® amount of new land consumed
1998-2020

® Agricultural land consumed 1998-
2020

As you might guess, each scenario
has a different look, financial cost and
environmental cost attached to it. Sce-
nario A, for example has the highest
road costs, the fewest mass tranist
choices, theworst air quality, thelargest
single family home lot sizes, the fewest
walkable communities, the most urban
sprawl, etc. It also requires the fewest
compromises and lifestyle adjustments.

Scenario C, on the other hand, offers
the best air quality and the lowest infra-
structure cost, but mass transportation
optionsincluding light rail arepart of the
equation, lot sizeissmaller andthereare
more condos and apartmentsin the mix-
ture.

Whilethe survey and concurrent town
meetings were promoted in January,
Envision Utah is more than justone pro-
motion. Envision Utahisanon-partisan,
communitypartnership working to help
residents of the Greater Wasatch area
form a long-term vision that will pre-
serve Utah's high qudity of life for
future generations. Governor Michag!
O. Leavitt and Larry H. Miller serve as
honorary co-chairs of the effort. Envi-
sion Utah is sponsored by the Coalition
for Utah’'s Future, a privately-funded,
non-profit organization.

Envision Utah does not advocate any
particular growth strategy, but is an
advocate for making smart decisions
now that may help us avoid possible
long-term pitfallsand preservethethings
we value most about living in Utah.

Afterasignificant amount of publicfeed-
back from arearesidentsindicating their
preferences for future growth, the Envi-
sion Utah committee will work to see
that the preferred vision is enacted.

Envision Utah organizers know that
they can't necessarily stop or even slow
growth. The god is to direct growth in
the most desirable path.

For moreinformation about the Envi-

sion Utah program or to fill out a sur-
vey, visit theweb site on theinternet at
envisinutah.org.

UtahWater shed Review
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UnigueNew 'Catalyst' Program SpotlightsCoordination

San Pete Academy students conduct water quality experiments as part of two-day

Catalyst training in January

Imagine combining environmental
education and stewardship with drug
addition awareness, and leadership and
communication skills in one training.
That’ s the unique concept behind a new
effort spearheaded by the Utah Federa-
tion for Youth and the Utah Adopt-A-
Waterbody program.

Recently in Ephram, Utah, atwo-day
pilot course was held with about 40
behavior disordered and at-risk high
school-aged youth at Sanpete Acadamy,
an aternate school for the two Sanpete
County school districts.

The two-day session started with
addition awareness. Kari Cutler, Utah
Federation for Youth lead a discussion
about the effects of drugs onyour brain.
She aso shared her own heartfelt story
of living with an acoholic/addict hus-
band. She shared the pain his additions
caused himself, therest of hisfamily and
hisfriends. Butitisnot clear whether the
message got through to this group of
troubled young people, most of whom
smoke and many of whom use alcohol or
other illegal drugsregularly.

After lunch the students were bussed
to Palisades Reservoir where they com-
pleted environmental assessment sheets.
Someof theinformationtheyoung people
were asked to provide included a de-
scription of the weather and surround-
ings. They were also asked to draw a
picture of the water body.

The next morning the students tested
the water gathered from Palisades Res-
ervoir, Gunnison Reservoir and the tap
at their school.

Jack Wilbur, Utah Department of
Agriculture and Food, and Charlie
Eubank, an intern with the Utah Federa-
tion for Youth, conducted the water
testing exercises. The students divided
into groups of about four or five people
to use the eight water test kits that were

available. For someof theseyoung people
it appeared to bethefirst scientific exer-
cisethey had participated in along time.

Eubank read theinstructionsfor each
step of each test. Each group conducted
the same three tests: nitrate, posphorus
and dissolved oxygen. While the test
results probably wouldn’'t stand up to
scientific scrutiny, volunteer water qual -
ity monitoring providesstudentsand com-
munity groups with a better connection
to and appreciation for science.

Though many of theseteenagershave
little interest in school, most of them
seemed to enjoy the field trip to the
reservoir and the water chemistry ac-
tivities. A follow-up exercise including
physical and biol ogical measurementsof
anear by water body will take placethis
spring when the weather is a bit more
friendly.

Following thewater testing, theyouth
took the Gemstones personality assess-
ment activity. During this short journey
of sdf discovery, they each got to an-
swer questions about themselves and
how they act. Are they spontaneous or
thoughtfulul, independent or alwayscon-
cerned about the opinions of others?
Mogt of the students said they had fun
learning more about themselves.

Thelighter hearted spirit of themorn-
ing gave way to an afternoon of Essen-
tial Peacemaking (EP), an excercise
designed to look at gender bias and look
at how men and women preceive them-
selves and others.

SaraEubank, executivedirector, Utah
Federation for Youth, explained the
origins of EP. Several years ago a
husband-wife peace negotiating team,
Danon Perry and Jeroline Brussio, were
cdled to Bdfast, Northern Ireland, to
work with several loca couples, some
Protestant and some Catholic. Danon
and Jerolinewerelatearrivingin Belfast.

When they arrived at the meeting hall,
the participants were amost ready to
come to blows.There was so much
holstility andanimosity that theonly thing
the couplecouldthink todotodiffusethe
situation was for Danon to take the men
into one room and Jeroline to take the
women into another room. Once the
genders were separated, Danon asked
the men what it was like to be aman in
Belfast at that time. Likewise, Jeroline
asked the women what is was like to be
a women in Northern Ireland at that
time.

The answers they got were astonish-
ing. The men, both catholic and protes-
tant, said that they fight because they
believe that their women want them to
defend the honor of their religion and
their heritage. The women from both
religions said that they don’t want the
men to fight. They said that the most
important thing to themwasto havetheir
husbands, fathersand sonsby their sides
instead of dead and burriedintheground.

That day of honesty and discovery
help plant a small seed of peace in that
war ravished city. Before the couple
|eft, another remarkableevent took place
that helped plant the seed of an activity
called Peace trees that has now taken
place in more than 25 countries.

Shortly after the essential peacemak-

ingsession, ayoung neighborhood catholic
boy went ourtisde and started on hisown
to clean up an abondoned lot in the
burned-out area. Soon a another young
boy, this one a protestant boy, started to
help. Soon, most of the adults who had
taken part in EP were working shoulder
toshoulder torestoreasmall part of their
environment.

Since then, Peace trees events have
become opportunities for young people
14-24 years old to learn peace making
and leadershipskills, while working to-
gether on an environmental restoration
project somewhere in the host city.

Last summer the Utah Federation for
Y outh hosted the first Peace trees Salt
Lake City event. About 25 teenagers
fromthroughout Utah aswell asCalifor-
nia, Washingtonand Alaska, liveat Camp
Williams for 18 days and worked on a
stretch of the Jordan River just north of
Raging Waterswater park at about 1700
S.

The 1999 Peace trees Salt Lake City
eventisscheduled to runfor ninedaysin
late June.

For more information about Peace
trees, essential peacemaking, or any of
the activities of the Utah Federation for
Y outh, please contact Kari Cutler, 538-
4266, or visit them on the web at
www.ufyi.org.

This student ‘reaches for a natural high' with the Utah National Guard's climbing wall
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TMDL Brochure Now Avallable

The cover page of the brochure features a photograph taken during the spring in the Chalk Creek watershed near Coalville,
Utah. The photo was taken above Huff Creek, a tributary to Chalk Creek. Fencing, vegetation planting, in-stream stabilization
and irrigation water management are among the practices that have been used by the Chalk Creek watershed committee.

Editor'sNote:

Due to the great response for
copies of this brochure, we are
again running this advertisement,
first seem in the December 1998
issue of Utah Watershed Review.

Thebrochureisavailablefreeof
chargeinsmall or largequantities.

"Totd MaximumDaily Loads: Un-
derstandingthe TMDL Process'isa
new brochurethat isnow available
from the Utah Department of Agri-
cultureand Food.

EPA sponsored the project that
highlightsnonpointsource TMDL suc-
cessgtoriesfromthreeWesternstates.
Thebrochureal so attemptsto make
understandablethe TM DL process.

TheTMDL processisexplainedin
simple terms. The publication dis-
cussesrequirementsfor TMDLsin
theCleanWater Act,definesTMDLs
and coversthreerepresentativecase
examples.

Firesteel Creekin South Dakota,
Deep Creek in Montanaand Chak
CreekinUtaharespotlightedasposi-
tiveexamplesof locdly led conversa-
tionandwatershed restoration pro-
gramsthat makegood TMDLSs.

Toreceiveoneor multiplecopies
of thebrochure, please contact Jack
Wilbur at the Utah Department of
Agricultureand Food at theaddress
listed below. You may also reach
Jack viathe telephone at 801 538-
7098, or at E-mail address:
agmainjwilbur@emall sate.ut.us

r—-—— """ L
I

| Send Mea copy of the !
|  TMDL Brochure
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State

p
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# of copiesrequested
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Jack Wilbur
Utah Department of Agriculture
and Food

PO Box 146500
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L ookingat Utah's
303(d) List

Editor'sNote: Thisisthefirst part of a
year-long look at the rivers, streams,
lakes, and reservoirs throughout Utah
that do not meet their designated
beneficial uses.

Criteria for listing water
bodies on the 303(d) list

Thefederal Clean Water Act (CWA)
establishes a national goal of "fishable,
swimmable' waters.

There are still watersin Utah that do
not meet this goal, despite the fact that
many pollution sourcehaveimplemented
required levels of control technology
through the Utah Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (UPDES) and
nonpoint sourcepollution control efforts.

The Utah Division of Water Quality
determines which waters of the state
are not meeting the Beneficial Use Clas-
sification of the state water quality stan-
dards and includes these waters on a
303(d) list.

Once onthislist, the TMDL process
is initiated to take actions needed to
restore a water body through removing
excesspollutant loadingsby determining
the sources and implementing controls
so that the water body meets water
quality standards.

Utahlistsall waterbodiesonthe303(d)
list in which aUtah Pollution Discharge
Elimination System Discharge Permit
renewal is required during the current
303(d) cycle (April 1, 1998 - March 31,
2000). Any waterbody assessed as par-
tially supporting or not supporting its
beneficial usesarelisted. The exception
to that practice are the waterbodies for
which a Total Maximum Daily Load
(TMDL) has been completed and ap-
proved by EPA.

The list below and to the right is
part one of the list of lakes and
reservoirs identified as needing Total
Maximum Daily Load Analyses.

Thetableincludedintheissueof Utah
Watershed Review includes Utah Lake
Drainage lakes and reservoirs, Weber
River Drainagelakesand reservoirsand
Rush Lake, whichisitsownentity within
the Great Salt Lake Basin.

Infutureissuesof thispublication, the
lakes and reservoirsin other watersheds
and drainages will belisted, and eventu-
aly, thestreamsandriversonthelist will
be displayed by watershed.

For further information about the
303(d) list, please contact Tom Toole,
801/538-6859.

The list can aso be accessed viathe
internet at: http://www.deg.state.ut.us/
dwg-home.ssi.

Backyard Conservation GuideAvailable

An interesting and informative new
booklet from the USDA Natural Re-
sources Conservation Service (NRCYS)
points out the links between on-farm
conservation practices and backyard
conservation practices.

Backyard Conservation: Bringing
Conservation from the Countryside to
the Backyard, is a colorful guide to
gardening that focusses on conservation
practices like those used for years on
many farms and ranches throughout the
country. A total of 10 conservation prac-
tices are highlighted in the book.

The backyard guide looks at tree
planting, wildlifehabitat, backyard ponds,
backyard wetlands, composting, mulch-
ing, nutrient management, terracing,
water conservation, and pest manage-
ment.

Filled with step-by-step instructions
andrich, vivid full-color phtographs, the
backyard conservation guide can be a
useful resourcefor backyard naturelov-
ers. Whether the guide will give urban
gardners a new-found or heightened
appreciation for farming remains to be
seen.

The Backyard Conservation guideis
a cooperative project of the USDA
Natural Resources Conservation Ser-
vice, the National Association of Con-
sarvation Didtricts, and theWildlifeHabi-
tat Council. To receive acomplimentary
copy of the Backyard Conservation
guide, call 1 888 LAND CARE.

February 1999
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Water Users Meetings Set for March in St. George

It's time again for the annua Utah
Water Users Workshop in St. George,
Utah. Thisyear’ smeetingswill beMarch
9-10, 1999.

Below is a listing of sessions and
events scheduled for this year.

One of the highlights of the meetings
isanupdatefromBill Y ellowtail, Region

Water Quality Board
Approves Composting
Facility Study

The Utah Water Quality Board voted
unanimously in February to alow the
Divison of Water Quality (DWQ) to
fund a feasibility study for a proposed
regional agricultural animal waste
composting facility inthe Cache Valley.

Shelly Quick, an environmental sci-
entist with the divison presented the
idea to the board, saying that there isn't
currently enough data to show whether
the proposed $1 million facility would
work in the valey.

The Blacksmith Fork Soil Conserva-
tion District will conduct the $56,000
study to answer severa feasibility ques-
tions.

Some of the very questions the study
is designed to answer were posed by
concerned board members. Rob Adams,
from Southern Utah, asked about haul-
ing the waste from individual farms to
theregional facility over increasing busy
roads. Growth in Cache Valley getsfar
less attention than it doesin St. George,
Park City, and the Wasatch Front, yet
theentirevalleyisgrowingrapidly. Quiet
country roads where dower moving,
aromatic waste trucks or farm machin-
ery can go at their own pace without
causing problems are becoming a thing
of the past in Cache Valley.

Nan Bunker, a board member from
the central part of the state wondered
why no private company has stepped
forward to build and operate a regional
composting facility like the one that ex-
ists in the Delta area. Doug Cone, a
conservation district employee, an-
swered that the Blacksmith Fork Dis-
trict has been waiting patiently for a
company to come forwrd. The district
board and the Water Quality Board hope
that this study will show that there is
enough of a market to begin a viable
commercial enterprise.

According to Cone, the growers of
5,000 acres of organically grown wheat
inBox Elder County have expressed an
interest in all of the compost the facility
would be able to produce for the first
severa years.

Theresultsof thefeasibility study will
be available later this year.

VIl administrator from EPA on Clean
Water Act implementation and compli-
ance issues.

The other two general sessions also
promise to be informative and interest-
ing. Ron Thompson, Washington County
Water Conservancy District, will dis-
cuss Washington County's water con-

servation/development plan. Tom
Donnelly, executive vice president, Na-
tional Water Resources A ssociation, will
discuss national water resources issues.

Topicsoffered during concurrent ses-
sionsinclude artificial recharge of aqui-
fers, ground water contamination and
clean up, and an update of state and

national issues related to concentrated
animal feeding operations.

The cost of the workshop is $55.00.
For more information, contact Peggy
Shumway or Robert Hill 435 797-2802
or 435797-2791.
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